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Ordered, That the legislative research council be directed to investigate and
tudy the subject matter of current house documents numbered 1191, relative todocuments numbered 1191, relative to

if aid to dependent children in certain
mrsement by the commonwealth of part

providing for the recovery of payment
cases, 1731, relative to providing for reh
of the cost to cities and towns of genei ief, 1732, relative to providing for a

the cost of administering aid to de-
ding for reimbursement to cities and
for certain welfare and old age assist-

partial reimbursement to cities and tow
pendent children, and 1737, relative to
towns of interest paid by them on loans t
ance costs, and to file theresults of its st

rc

itical research and fact-finding with the
clerk of the house of representatives from time to time but not later than the fourth
Wednesday of January, nineteen hundred and sixty-twc

Adopted
By the House of Representatives, April S, 1961.
By the Senate, in concurrence, April 4, 1961.

ORDER AUTHORIZING STUDY.
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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives

Gentlemen: The Legislative Research Council submits here-,
with a report prepared by the Legislative Research Bureau in con-
formance with House Order, No. 2843. This Order directs study of
the subject matter of four bills of 1961, House, No. 1191, House,
No. 1731, House, No. 1732 and House, No. 1737. The first of the
four bills dealt with the subject of recoveries in Aid to Dependent
Children, and the other three with various methods of lightening
the local public assistance burden at the expense of the State.

Since Bureau activities are limited by statute to "statistical re-
search and fact-finding,” this report contains only factual material
without recommendations. It does not necessarily reflect the opin-
ions of the undersigned members of the Council.

Respectfully submitted,

Sen. John I Powers of Suffolk,
Chairman.

Rep. John 1 Tynan of Boston,
Vice Chairman.

Sen. Newland H. Holmes of Norfolk
and Plymouth.

Rep. James A. Kelly, Jr. of Oxford.
Rep. Armand N. Tancrati of Springfield.
Rep. Sidney Q. Curtiss of Sheffield.
Rep. Wallace B. Crawford of Pittsfield.
Rep. Harold L. Dower of Athol.

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

lEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL
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To the Members of the Legislative Research Coun
Gentlemen: House Order No. 2843 of 1961 directed the

Legislative Research Council to study the subject matter of House,
No. 1191, dealing with recoveries in Aid to Dependent Children, and
House, No. 1731, House, No. 1732 and House, No. 1737, each of
which calls for the Commonwealth to assume a greater share of
public assistance costs and thereby relieve the burden of the cities
and towns.

In accordance with the order, the Legislative Research Bureau
herewith submits its report, which is restricted, as is customary, to
factual information only.

This report has been the primary responsibility of Samuel Brown,
Assistant Director of the Bureau.

Respectfully submitted

HERMAN C. LOEFFLER,

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL.

Director, Legislative Research B



In accordance with a directive of the General Court, this!
report deals with four bills on Public Assistance, three of
them designed to shift some of the financial burdens from
cities and towns to the State, the fourth to lighten the costs
on all participating government agencies.

The first bill, House, No. 1732, filed by Rep. Lawrence F.
Feloney of Cambridge, would require the Commonwealth to
assume one half the administrative costs of the Aid to De-
pendent Children (A.D.C.) program.

The second bill, House, No. 1731, also filed by Rep. Feloney,
would require the Commonwealth to contribute half of both
aid and administrative costs in General Relief (G.R.).

The third bill, House, No. 1737, filed by Reps. Yoke and
Kramer of Chelsea, would impose upon the Commonwealth
the interest charges for money borrowed by local communi-
ties for their Aid to Dependent Children (A.D.C.), Old Age
Assistance (0.A.A.), and Disability Assistance (D.A.) needs.

The fourth bill, House, No. 1191, filed by Rep. John F.
Dolan of Ipswich on behalf of the Massachusetts Federation
of Taxpayers Associations, would permit recovery of the
assistance granted in certain A.D.C. cases.

Major Public Assistance Programs in Massachusetts.
General Relief. This form of public assistance has also

been known by such names as “welfare,” “unemployment^1

relief,” and “public welfare.” It is based on what is prob-
ably the oldest relief statute in the country, and includes
mostly single unemployed men and women who have ex-
hausted unemployment benefits, and those persons who
have not yet attained eligibility for A.D.C. or O.A.A.

Families of unemployed parents, usually found on the G.R.

C&e Commontuealtl) of o^assacfnisettg
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rolls, are eligible now for A.D.C. This change in eligibility
requirements should soon effect a substantial reduction in
both the number of G.R. cases (over 8,000), and the costs of
the program (about $8 million annually).

Neither the federal government nor the State contribute
to G.R., except for the fact that the costs of “unsettled”
cases (20 per cent of the total) are borne entirely by the
Commonwealth. “Settlement” is a complicated, archaic
method of determining financial responsibility, and is dealt

in some detail in the body of the report.
Aid to Dependent Children. In 1913, Massachusetts insti-

tuted a program of more substantial relief for children
deprived of parental support because of the latter’s death,
severe and prolonged illness, incarceration or desertion. To
these bases for assistance has now been added “unemploy-
ment.” With the entrance of the federal government into
the field via the Social Security Act in 1935, the old Mothers’
Aid law was changed to Aid for Dependent Children.

The program embraces some 15,000 cases throughout the
State, with total costs running over $2B million annually.
The Commonwealth pays a flat one third of these costs, with
the remaining charges borne by the federal government and
local communities on a rough ratio of two to one, federal-
local. The federal government also assumes 50 per cent of
administrative expenses, with the remainder borne in equal
shares by state and local governments. A summary of the
detailed eligibility requirements for all categories is given
in the Appendix of the report.

Old Age Assistance. This form of public assistance is
granted to persons age 65 or over who meet certain qualifi-
cations which are summarized in the Appendix of the report.
Begun in 1930, under state and local auspices, O.A.A. since
1935 has also been the beneficiary of federal financial par-

ticipation. Today’s ratio of participation is about 50 per
•went federal, 35 per cent state and 15 per cent local, although

slight variations do occur. Administrative expenses are di-
vided 50 per cent federal, 25 per cent state and 25 per cent
local.

The new Medical Assistance for the Aged category fM.A.A.),
established in 1960 and discussed below, has resulted in a
marked reduction in O.A.A. cases from 78,000 in 1960 to
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62,700 in 1961, and a corresponding drop in costs from $9B
million to $76 million over the same period.

Disability Assistance. Disability Assistance was initiated
in Massachusetts in 1961, following its inclusion in the Social
Security Act during the previous year. Detailed eligibility
requirements will again be found in the Appendix to this
report. In general, however, any person age 18 or over, with
a permanent or disabling ailment, may apply. About 10,000
cases are now being aided at an annual cost of $l6 million.
The cities and towns pay a flat 25 per cent of these costs, with
the State assuming the highest burden of 43 per cent and th*
federal government contributing 32 per cent. The formula
for administrative participation is the same as in M.A.A.,
O.A.A. and A.D.C., namely, 50 per cent federal, 25 per cent
state and 25 per cent local.

Medical Assistance for the Aged. As previously noted, the
adoption of the new Medical Assistance for the Aged pro-
gram in 1960 has resulted in the transfer of a substantial
number of O.A.A. cases to M.A.A. The latest figures show
approximately 13,500 persons on M.A.A. rolls, with annual
grants totalling $23 million. These figures reflect generally
corresponding reductions in O.A.A. case load and costs.
Eligibility requirements are listed, with those of all cate-
gories, in the Appendix of the report.

Financial participation in this program is usually esti-
mated as 50 per cent federal, 33Vs per cent state and 16%
per cent local, but varies somewhat for reasons explained in
the text. Administrative costs are apportioned on the now
familiar formula of 50 per cent federal, 25 per cent state and
25 per cent local.

Sharing of A.D.C. Administrative Costs under House , No. 1732.
The M.A.A. Act of i960 contained several collateral pro-

visions which were not noticed by many persons. Amon|
them was one which, for the first time, required the State
to share in the administrative expenses of A.D.C. and 0.A.A.,
using the usual formula (50 per cent federal, 25 per cent
state and 25 per cent local) repeatedly noted.

The sponsor of House, No. 1732, is satisfied that this action
fulfills his objective and evinces no further interest in his bill.
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Sharing of General Relief Costs under House, No. 1731.

As previously noted, G.R. is the only public assistance
category to which neither the federal nor state government
contributes, except for the “unsettled” cases (20 per cent),
which are the sole financial responsibility of the Common-
wealth.

There have been many past proposals for the State to share
in G.R. expenses, as it does in all the other public assistance
.gLategories. These proposals have urged even higher con-
tributions than the 50 per cent spelled out in House, No.
1731, and have usually coupled such suggestions with de-
mands for abolition of the “settlement” requirements.

Also, as previously noted, the anticipated transfer of un-
employed families from G.R. to A.D.C. should result in sub-
stantial reduction of both G.R. case loads and costs. The
present case load for the entire State exceeds 8,000, with ex-
penses totalling more than $8 million a year. Of this amount,
the cities and towns expend about $6,500,000 and the State
the remainder for the “unsettled” or “state” cases.

House, No. 1731 would apparently add three and a quarter
million dollars to the state budget, plus a smaller amount for
administrative costs, - and reduce local costs accordingly.
The State Commissioner of Public Welfare is not opposed to
House, No. 1731, but would prefer to have it amended to
require greater state participation, elimination of “settle-
ment” and some degree of state supervision.

State Payment of Interest on Local Public Assistance
Loans under House, No. 1737

The cities and towns administer all forms of public assist-
ance and must appropriate the sums needed. The Common-
wealth is billed for its share of the amounts actually ex-
pended, but is many months behind in payments. These
amounts are included in the annual state budget as of July 1
each year, so that as of that date the State is current in its
reimbursements.

Some communities find it necessary to borrow for local
needs, including public assistance, because their fiscal year
is the calendar year, and tax receipts are not received until
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the Fall. House, No. 1737 would require the State to pay
the interest costs on those amounts borrowed by local com-
munities which are subsequently repaid by the State as its
share of public assistance.

Responsible state officials look upon the proposal with dis-
approval because, they say, (a) few communities actually
borrow for welfare needs, (fc) it would be difficult to pinpoint
those loans specifically earmarked for state reimbursement,
and (c) the door would be opened to possible local financial
manipulation seeking to benefit from the proposed stat|
payment of interest charges.

Other alternatives are possible. Thus, a change in local
fiscal year to the state’s fiscal year would reduce anticipatory
borrowing to a fraction of present proportions; or billing and
payment of real estate taxes by instalments beginning early
in the year would have the same effect.

Of course, there would be no need for House, No. 1737 if the
State were to become current in its reimbursements. This
could be accomplished in one fell swoop by adding some
$3O million to the state budget, or by gradual elimination of
that total lag over a period of years.

Recovery of Assistance in A.D.C. under House, No. 1191.

All the public assistance programs, except A.D.C., allow
recovery of aid by means of contract provisions or, as in
0.A.A., by both contract provisions and property liens.
House, No. 1191 would allow recoveries in A.D.C. both by
contract and lien, including recovery from the estates of de-
ceased recipients, or from recipients who come into posses-
sion of sizeable sums of cash.

Although the lien law in O.A.A. has resulted in recoveries
of more than a million dollars annually during the past five
years, it must be remembered that these amounts must be
apportioned among the three governments which contribute
to the program, about 50 per cent to the federal govern-
ment, 35 per cent to the State and 15 per cent to local com-
munities. Moreover, there are some 68,000 O.A.A. cases com-
pared to 15,000 A.D.C. cases, and the former are much more
likely to own real estate than the latter.

Thirty-two States employ recovery provisions in O.A.A.
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nearly all including both contract and lien provisions, but
only nine States permit recoveries in A.D.C. Only four of
the latter States have both contract and lien provisions.

Judging from the experience of New York and Connecticut,
both of which allow recovery in A.D.C. via contract and lien,
Massachusetts would probably net about $150,000 a year if
House, No. 1191 becomes law. This amount would then be
apportioned on the ratio of about 44 per cent federal, 33Vs
per cent state, and 22% per cent local, in accordance with the

original contributions. In addition to these fi-
nancial considerations, it should be borne in mind that a
recovery provision in A.D.C. would undoubtedly serve as a
deterrent to potential chiselers, as it has in O.A.A.

The State Commissioner of Public Welfare is strongly op-
posed to House, No. 1191, because he believes it would penal-
ize thrifty, frugal A.D.C. families and would place a lien on
the future of the children of the Commonwealth. He feels
that more than any other public assistance program, A.D.C.
is an investment in good citizenship.

»
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Four Proposals Assigned for Study. 4
House Order No. 2843 of 1961, reprinted on the inside of the front

cover of this report, directed the Legislative Research Council to
study and report on the four Public Assistance bills listed below.
The study directive was adopted in concurrence by the Massachu-
setts Senate on April 4, 1961, after approval on the previous day in
the other branch.

The first of the four bills, House, No. 1732 of 1961, was filed by
Rep. Lawrence F. Feloney of Cambridge, and would have required
the Commonwealth to assume one half the local costs of administer-
ing the Aid to Dependent Children program. The State has always
participated in costs of the actual assistance grants in this program,
but, until recently, has not shared in administrative expenses.

The second bill, House, No. 1731, also filed by Representative
Feloney, would impose upon the Commonwealth one half the cost
of the entire General Relief program, including administration. At
present, the State pays no part of either the assistance grants or
administrative expenses connected with the category of General
Relief, except for about 20 per cent of the total number of General
Relief cases which are “unsettled” or “State settled”. Subsequent
chapters will deal in some detail with the question of settlement.
This bill, House, No. 1731, is another in a long line of similar pro-
posals over the past quarter century.

By the terms of the third proposal, House, No. 1737, the Common-
wealth would reimburse interest charges to those communities whirl .
find it necessary to borrow for the Aid to Dependent Children, iW
Age Assistance and Disability Assistance programs. This bill was
filed by Reps. Albert Kramer and Alfred R. Yoke of Chelsea, of
which city Mr. Yoke is also the Mayor.

The fourth and final proposal, House, No. 1191, was filed by Rep.
John F. Dolan of Ipswich on behalf of the Massachusetts Federa-
tion of Taxpayers Association, Inc. This bill would empower local

Cfre Commontocaltf) of Q^asotKljusetts
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communities to institute action for recovery of the assistance grant-
ed in certain Aid to Dependent Children cases.

Chapter 11. Public Assistance Programs in Massachusetts.

In order to judge the confer
the four proposals which form tl
of the public assistance laws is

the intent and the importance of
3 basis of this study, some knowledge
accessary.

assistance or public welfare coversIn its broadest sense, public
nd programs, ranging widely from
services to Social Security. But to

Various governmental services an
/lid to the Blind and Veterans Sc
those individuals professionally c igaged in work related to those
programs, the term “Public Ass
coverage to the Massachusetts rc

tance is usually limited in its

programs which are adminis-
legree of super-tered on the local level but are al

Department of Public Welfavision and control by the
Such programs include the categories of (1) Aid to Dependent
Children, (2) Old Age Assistance, (3) Disability Assistance andAssistance
(4) Medical Assistance for the Aged. In addition, there is of course
General Relief, the only Public Assistance program to which
federal nor state governments contribute and over which the State
exerts little influence

General Relief Category (G.R

By statute, “every town shall relieve and support all poor and
indigent persons lawfully settled therein whenever they stand in
need thereof.” (G. L. c. 117, § 1.) This law is probablv the oldest
relief statute in the country, dating back to 1692 during the colonial
era. It has been reaffirmed many times, first in 1788, eight yea

ae adoption of the Massachusetts State Constitution.
This provision is the statutory basis for so-called General Relief,

known variously in recent years by such names as “welfare”, “pub
lie welfare” and “unemployment relief”. Until the 20th century

i, clothing and “infirmary” or•General Relief took the form ( i

If century these forms of relief'poorhouse” care. Over the 1
R and clothes which supplementhave disappeared except for the :

other aid. Poorhouse care (“ind Wav to out-

door relief”, that is, actual cash
r\ iT*n Vi /'ir'VOOO

rants made to people 1
ir

General Relief is the basis of ass ance to needy persons who can-
f relief such as Aid to Dependentnot qualify under other cat
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Children, Old Age Assistance and Disability Assistance. Persons
temporarily ineligible for the latter categories of assistance because
they fail to meet residence or other requirements, are aided by
General Relief until they attain eligibility for the more permanent
programs.

General Relief has always been considered temporary relief. For
that reason, grants are substantially lower than those in the long-
term programs. In times of depression or recession, the General
Relief rolls receive the first impact. In the 1930’s for instance, the
General Relief load of the city of Boston soon climbed to the
number of more than 35,000 cases.

Following amendment of the Social Security Act, the Common-
wealth was able to accept a provision early in 1961 making the chil-
dren of needy unemployed parents eligible under the category of
Aid to Dependent Children. It is of extreme importance to realize
that henceforth such families will be so aided under the A.D.C. pro-
gram rather than on General Relief. The latter number of cases
should therefore undoubtedly show a sharp decrease while A.D.C.
cases show a corresponding increase.

This change is of great financial significance. The transfer of
families on General Relief to A.D.C. should show sizeable savings
to the cities and towns since General Relief costs are borne entirely
by the local communities, whereas the federal and state governments
bear the brunt of A.D.C. costs.

Eligibility Requirement

In contrast with the detailed requirements to qualify for other
categories of Public Assistance, no such requirements are in effect
for General Relief. The only statutory restriction in this case is
that therecipients must be (1) “indigent ” and (2) “lawfully settled.”
On the first score there is no difficulty interpreting the meaning
of the word “indigent”. If an applicant is without resources and
has no parents or children as his legally liable relatives to assist*'
him, he is generally considered eligible for General Relief.

On the second score, however, the term “lawfully settled”, has
been a difficult problem for relief administrators for many years.
In the administration of Massachusetts public assistance statutes
“settlement” is the basis for determining which city or town is to
bear the financial burden of General Relief in an individual case.
In its simplest form, settlement consists of five years continuous
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residence in one community of Massachusetts after reaching the age
of 21, without any public assistance being received during that
period.

But this seemingly simple method of acquiring “settlement”
status has many bewildering ramifications. Thus, residence con-
tinuity may be broken by removal from the community during the
five-year period. Or it may be broken by a minor episode such as
a person being kept overnight in the emergency ward of the local
hospital, without paying the bill. In the event the father of needy

loses “settlement” status, they may be protected under the
status of the mother, if she has acquired one.

These arc a few of the many restrictions and qualifications which
often make it difficult to determine “settlement”. About 20 per
cent of all General Relief cases have no “settlement”, and in the
absence of such status become “state” cases for which the Common-
wealth assumes full financial responsibility.

As a result, the determination of financial responsibility and actual
reimbursement of local expenditures are often long delayed in Gen-
eral Relief cases. Many of them are further complicated and delayed
by court efforts of local communities to shift responsibility to other
communities or to the Commonwealth.

What makes the pattern even more confusing is the fact that
settlement” laws apply in both Old Age Assistance and General

Relief, but not in Aid to Dependent Children, Disability Assistance
or Medical Assistance for the Aged.

Ostensibly, the “settlement” laws do not affect the granting of
General Relief. An “indigent” person must be aided and his “settle-
ment” determined subsequently. If he does not have “settlement”
in the city or town where he applies, that city or town merely (a)
bills the community in which he does have such status, or (6) bills
the State if he is “unsettled”. As a practical matter, however,
local relief administrators have been known to refuse assistance to
people not “settled” in their communites unless they agree to move
back to the communities in which they do have “settlement”

frights. These administrators have actually removed such indigents
to the city or town where they were “settled”.

As has been indicated, the State does not contribute in any man-
ner to “settled” General Relief cases. T, erefore it has not set
standards, and the amounts of such assistance vary from city to
city and from town to town. In ail, about 8,300 General Relief
cases are scattered throughout the Commonwealth.
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Early History. In 1913, Massachusetts adopted a Mothers’ Aid
Law, designed to provide more substantially than under the General
Relief category, for children “deprived of parental support” for in-
definite periods (G. L. c. 118). This type of more adequate long-
term assistance provided for innocent children made indigent through
the death or desertion of the father, his illness or incarceration.
Funds for the program were supplied on the basis of the formula
of the State paying two thirds and the local community one thirdA
of the costs in each case.

Social Security Change. This situation was drastically modified
in 1935 when the U. S. Social Security Act ushered the federal govern-

ment into the public assistance field. Thereupon, the states swiftly
passed enabling legislation in order to avail themselves of generous
federal grants. In Massachusetts, the Massachusetts Mothers’ Aid
law became the Aid to Dependent Children Act of 1936. Apart
from this change in name, little else was necessary to qualify the
Commonwealth for federal A.D.C. grants. The major eligibility re-
quirements for individual cases were generally the same in the old
law as in the new federal act, and minor eligibility requirements
concerning residence, available resources, financial responsibility of
relatives, and the like, were left to the states for determination
Complete eligibility provisions are briefly summarized for th
among other forms of public assistance, in the appendix of this r
port.

Recent Development. The most important change during the
long history of the basic A.D.C. law took place recently. The Social
Security Act was amended in 1961 to permit federal grants to the
fates for A.D.C. cases where the only reason for “lack of parental

support” was unemployment, as compared to the former much
more limited bases of death, desertion, illness and incarceration
the wage-earning parent. The amendment is to continue in effect
for a temporary 14 months period, apparently to test the financial i,

effect of such a sweeping change, before it is made permanent. *

Although some states have not yet amended their A.D.C. statutes
to take advantage of this federal liberalization, Massachusetts did
;o on May 21, 1961, retroactive to May 1, 1961 (Acts of 1961

c. 575).
It has already been pointed out that this change should motivate
sharp increase in A.D.C. cases while General Relief cases show a

Aid to Dependent Children (A.D.C.).
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proportionate drop. Furthermore, it would be assumed that the
financial impact of such a shift upon the cities and towns would be
accentuated because families receiving General Relief require much
more substantial grants than do individuals; and because the entire
burden of General Relief costs is borne by the cities and towns
whereas they must pay only a fraction of A.D.C. costs.

To the bafflement of knowledgeable welfare officials, the antici-
pated transposal between the General Relief and Aid to Dependent
Children case loads has not taken place in Massachusetts. Thus,

maximum A.D.C. load due to unemployment, only 267 cases,
occurred in July, 1961, shortly after the Massachusetts law was
amended to adjust for the liberalized federal approach. That maxi-
mum has changed but little during the past seven months, and the
financial impact of the new law has been insignificant.

No reason is given for this unexpected development. Other states,
particularly New York and Michigan, have experienced the expected
transfers and the easing of local case loads and finances. The Massa-
chusetts Department of Public Welfare feels that the failure of the
program to spur comparable developments in this State may be
ascribed to the reluctance and resistance of local boards and social
workers who may not be fully aware of the important implications
of the new law both for the recipients and for local governments.

Program Administration and Finance. The four categorical
assistance programs (A.D.C., 0.A.A., D.A. and M.A.A.) as well as
General Relief, are locally administered in Massachusetts. In other
states they are under state or county administration.

The formulae for apportionment of costs in the above four cate-
gorical assistance programs (apart from General Relief to which the
federal government does not contribute) vary from program to pro-
gram, and are quite complicated. It would serve no useful purpose
to describe them in detail in this report.

Suffice it to say, under the A.D.C. program the Commonwealth
pays one third of the total costs in each case, the local community
about 23 per cent, and the federal government the remainder of
somewhat under half the total costs. For example, if a widow and
four children received $240 in a given month for all needs, the State
would pay $BO, the local community $57.50 and the federal govern-
ment $102.50.

In addition, the federal government pays 50 per cent of the salary
and all other administrative costs, with the state and local govern-
ments sharing equally the other half of total administrative costs.
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As noted earlier, settlement laws do not apply. Some 15,000 families
receive assistance through the A.D.C. program in Massachusetts at
an annual total cost of more than $2B million.

As in the case of the A.D.C. program, the Massachusetts Old
Age Assistance law preceded by about five years federal entrance
into the field via the Social Security Act (G. L. c. 118A). The
state law was initially passed in 1930. Unlike the rather general
A.D.C. statute which has not undergone great subsequent amend-
ment, the 1930 O.A.A. Act has been substantially altered through
the years, particularly after each of the rather frequent amendments
which have been made in the original Social Security Act of 1935.

O.A.A. is granted to persons aged 65 or over. It is given under a
set of specifications which has been steadily liberalized since the
program was started. A digest of the complete eligibility require-
ments is included in the appendix of this report.

A large proportion of O.A.A. expenses is required to provide
medical, hospital and nursing home needs of recipients. Many
O.A.A. cases immediately became eligible for the newly created
program in Massachusetts of Medical Assistance to the Aged
(M.A.A.). As a result, nearly 16,000 cases have been transferred
out of the O.A.A. category, and the Massachusetts O.A.A. case
load figure has dropped 20 per cent between 1960 and 1961 from
about 78,000 to 62,700. Total O.A.A. costs have dropped by nearly
35 per cent over the same period. Although these changes do not
reflect savings by the Commonwealth or its cities and towns, because
the O.A.A. reductions have been replaced by comparable amounts
in the new M.A.A. program, it must be noted that the federal govern-
ment contributes much more liberally to M.A.A. than to O.A.A.
The result has been extended medical benefits to the aged at less
cost to the State and local communities.

Apportionment of Costs. After deducting federal contributions,
the remaining O.A.A. costs of “settled” cases are borne on a basis,
roughly, of two thirds state and one third local contributions. The
percentage figures in “settled” cases average out to approximately
50 per cent federal, 35 per cent state and 15 per cent local. Thus,
out of a monthly O.A.A. grant of $lOO for medical and other needs,
the federal share would be $49.80, the state about $33.45, and the
local costs, $16.75. Here again, administrative expenses are a sepa-

Old Age Assistance (0.A.A.)



1962.] No. 3494.HOUSE 19

rate consideration, on the formula of 50 per cent federal, 25 per cent
state and 25 per cent local.

Disability Assistance (D.A. ).

In 1950, the federal government amended the Social Security Act
to provide a special program of assistance to the disabled. (42
U.S. C.A. s. 1351.)

Massachusetts in the following year passed the enabling legisla-
tion required for participation in that new program (Acts of 1951,
c. 741; Now G. L. c. USD). There are nearly 10,000 D.A. cases in
the Commonwealth. The appendix of this report indicates their
detailed eligibility requirements. It should be noted that, without
a D.A. program, the vast majority of its recipients would be re-
ceiving G.R., with the resultant increased burden to the cities and
towns.

Apportionment of Costs. The formula for distribution of D.A.
costs differs from that in effect for the other public assistance pro-
grams. It is the only one in which the State pays the largest share,
approximately 43 per cent, with the federal government contributing
about 32 per cent and the cities and towns a flat 25 per cent.
Administrative costs are apportioned on the regular formula of 50
per cent federal, 25 per cent state and 25 per cent local.

Medical Assistance for the Aged- (M.A.A.).

Years of controversy over a federal program for medical assist-
ance to the aged ended with the recent passage in Congress of the
Kerr-Mills bill (P.L. 86-778, 1960). State supplementation fol-
lowed in the same year, 1960, with the title of the existing Massa-
chusetts 0.A.A., statute (G. L. c. 118A) being amended to read
“Old Age Assistance and Medical Assistance for the Aged” (Act
of 1960, c. 781).

Although the amended statute enlarged and broadened the old
aO.A.A. medical policies, the benefits conferred remained similar to

i hose formerly in effect. Of the 15,000 cases now being aided under
this M.A.A. program, the vast majority consists of either transfers
from O.A.A. or those recently eligible for that type of assistance,
who because of medical needs or infirmities are aided instead under
the new program. Individual eligibility requirements are indicated
in the appendix of this report.
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Apportionment of Costs. The federal government theoretically
contributes 50 per cent of all medical expenditures in M.A.A.
cases, and the state and local governments split the remainder on
the basis of two thirds state and one third local contributions. In
actual practice these percentages vary a little. Thus, during the
past year, federal grants for M.A.A. totalled 48.0 per cent of the
total costs, with the State’s share 34.7 per cent and local participa-
tion 17.3 per cent.

The reason for this slight variance from the established formula
of three sixths federal, two sixths state and one sixth local, is that
Massachusetts, 115 per month is allowed each M.A.A. case for
clothing and personal needs. The federal government does not con-
sider this item “medical”, and does not, therefore, share in this
expense. Administrative costs are split on a 50 per cent federal,
25 per cent state and 25 per cent local basis.

Apportionment Formula for Special Welfare Districts.

To reduce administrative expenses and to obtain more efficient
utilization of personnel, 104 of the smaller communities in Massa-
chusetts have combined into 31 “Welfare Districts”.

Apportionment of the costs of all the categorical programs of
public assistance is the same for these districts as for individual
cities and towns. However, administrative expenses are appor-
tioned a bit differently than the usual basis of 50 per cent federal,
25 per cent state and 25 per cent local contributions where individual
communities are involved. In the cases of welfare districts, the
federal government still contributes 50 per cent, the State
per cent, with the balance supplied by the towns forming the dis-
trict.

Chapter 111. State Sharing of A.D.C. Administrative Costs
House, No. 1732

As already noted, the Commonwealth shares in meeting the cost®
of the actual amounts distributed under the four categorical assist-
ance programs, A.D.C. 0.A.A., D.A. and M.A.A. However,
until 1951, the State paid no share of administrative costs in any
of these categories. In that year, the enabling legislation setting
up the new Disability Assistance program did make provision for
a state contribution for administrative expenses. The Medical As-
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sistance for the Aged Act in 1960 also included provisions extending
state contributions for administrative expenses to the O.A.A. and
A.D.C. programs as well as M.A.A.

Proposed Bill, House, No. 1732 of 1961.

Many persons, including legislators, did not realize that the new
M.A.A. Act included these provisions. To eliminate this seeming
discrimination, Rep. Lawrence F. Feloney of Cambridge filed House,
No. 1732 of 1961 to amend the A.D.C. statute by adding the italicized
■words at the end of the first sentence of G. L. c. 118, 5 6:

'.ion 6. Reimbursement of Citie and Towns by the Commonwealth
:1 under this chapter, the town disbursingIn respect to all sums distributed for

the department, statements of sumsthe sam rbmit, on forms establi
if suclt de

aonwealth, to the extent of theibursed by tpartmer
t on account of such disbursements, underreceived by it from t in

the provisions of the federal social security act, as amended, and also for one third
of the total amount disbursed and also for one half of the expenses of administering

By this amendment the proposal hoped to establish a uniform
plan of state reimbursement for the administrative expenses of
conducting all four categorical public assistance programs. If
adopted, however, the bill would not have produced a uniform re
suit, since it calls for state assumption of one half of the adminif
trative expenses, whereas tate now pays only one quarter
thereof in connection with A.l C., O.A.A. and M.A.A. programs.

Purpose of House, No. 1732 Already Achieved.
Actually, as already noted, th

been achieved. Unknown to its s
purpose of House, No. 1732 has
nsor, the matter had been dealt

with under the Medical Assistance
This statute contained several

r the Aged Act of 1961 (c. 781).

amendments to the A.D.C. law
its sections 12 and 13, which tool ffect on Oct. 1, 1961, provide that

State shall reimburse the cil
•remainder of the expense of ad

ns and towns for “one-half of the
tration”. Thus, the formul

for assumption of administrative expenses of the A.D.C. program
is now the same as in the other categorical public assistance programs,
namely, 50 per cent federal, 25 per cent state and 25 per cent local.

Representative Feloney indicates complete satisfaction with this
solution and has no further interest in legislative action on his bill,
House, No. 1732 of 1961.
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Chapter IV. State Sharing of General Relief Costs (House, No. 1731).

Scope and Costs of General Relief Program.
Total expenses of General Relief throughout Massachusetts

amount to approximately $8,000,000 annually, of which the cities
and towns assume about $6,500,000 for the settled cases and the
State pays about $1,500,000 to take care of the unsettled or “state”
cases. It merits restatement that the federal government does not
contribute to this General Relief category.

Because the State does not contribute to the costs of
cases and therefore exerts no degree of supervision, the assistance
given General Relief cases varies quite widely from community to
community. The State Department of Public Welfare has set up
six areas throughout the Commonwealth for administrative pur-
poses. Within that organization, the table below shows the average
payments for the various categories of Public Assistance in each of
the welfare areas. It will be observed that General Relief payments
vary from lowest to highest average grant by 50 per cent (from
$64 to $99 per case), whereas they vary by only 10 per cent to 20
per cent in the other categories (O.A.A. from minimum of $77 to
maximum of $B3; M.A.A. from $lB9-$213; A.D.C. from $4O-$45
per person and D.A. from $ll9-$132).

Table. Public Assistance Costs by Welfare, Districts and Types of Programs,
June, 1961.

Aric|Ac!sE°>'ST Springfield. | Worcester. Lawrence. slltm. Brockton. Be^d
O.A.A $B3 $B3 $7B $B3 $B3 $77

MI.A 213 189 196 211 203 203
A.D.C. 1

.... 43 40 42 45 43 40
D.A 132 124 119 143 131 113
G.R 99 90 75 76 70 64

1 Average cost per recipient in A.D.C. program. fi*
f

Reference has already been made to the recent change in A.D.C
requirements, making eligible the families of unemployed parents
who would otherwise be on General Relief. This most important
development marks a radical departure from the traditional basis
of A.D.C. eligibility. The change has thus far been authorized by
Congress only on a temporary basis. If made permanent, the inev-



1962.] HOUSE —No. 3494 23

itable result will be a substantial reduction of General Relief rolls
and consequent savings to local communities. Thus far the experi-
ment has not yet registered substantial reductions and savings in
current statistics.

Purpose of House, No. 1731 re State Sharing of G.R. Costs.
House, No. 1731 would require the Commonwealth (under G. L.

c. 117) to reimburse the cities and towns for one half the amounts
they expended for General Relief, including the local costs of admin-
istering that program. Thus, a
follows:

new section 19A would read as

Each town shall be reimbursed by the
expended or paid by it under this chapt

commonwealth for one half of all sums
;r after July first, nineteen hundred and

sixty-one, for the relief or support of persons lawfully settled therein and also one
half of all sums expended or paid by it after said July first in administering thi

Of course, its main purpose is to lighten local financial burdens,
which often become oppressively heavy in times of economic dis-
tress, especially in industrial communities.

Proponents of this proposal emphasize the illogicality of the
State’s participating in the expenses of three public assistance pro-
grams (A.D.C., M.A.A. and D.A.) and not similarly contributing to
the fourth General Relief category. They also stress that depressions
have statewide and nationwide connotations and create public as-
sistance problems that go beyond the resources of local government,
and usually are beyond local influence or control.

Differences between Past and Pre Legislative Proposals.

there have been many suggestions
with state assumption of a proper-
Relief program. Thus, in the late
of Special Recess Commission re-

During the past half century,
and legislative proposals dealing
tion of the costs of the General
1940’s and early 1950’5, a seriei

p ports urged state reimbursement of 75 per cent of G.R. costs, along
with state payment of the same 75 per cent proportion of the ex-
penses in other categories, after federal contributions. 1 However,
the Commission tied in its recommendation for state participation
in G.R. financing with abolition of present settlement laws.

chapter.

Nine Reports by “Special Commission to Study and Revise the Laws Relating to Public Welfare.” 1948-
1952.
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Over the years, the subject has usually been treated in this same
dual fashion, by attempts to combine state participation with repeal
of the settlement statutes which have been under severe and con-
tinuing attack from persons closely associated with social welfare
efforts. It may be significant that House, No. 1731 deals only with
the formula of distributing G.R. local costs and leaves untouched
the controversial question of repealing settlement criteria.

Generally speaking, most previous petitions have requested more
than a 50 per cent state rate of reimbursement of local G.R. costs.
and, except in very recent years, have also demanded revocation of
settlement laws. In addition, some of the proposals would have

*

accorded the State Department of Public Welfare a certain degree
of supervision, which it now exercises in the four other public assist
ance categories to which it contributes (0.A.A., A.D.C., D.A. and
M.A.A

House, No. 1731 differs, therefore, from many previous proposal
in four important particular

1) It pegs state reimbursement at 50 per cent, a ratio consid-
erably below that frequently proposed heretofore.

(2) It ignores the problem of “settlement
(3) It does not provide for any degree of state supervision
(4) Unlike previous proposals, it also calls for state assumption

of 50 per cent of administrative expen;

Cost Comparisons
Since the cities and towns now pay about $6,500,000 annually in

G.R. grants, State absorption of 50 per cent thereof under the pro-
visions of House, No. 1731 would add about $3,250,000 to the State
budget. In addition, the State’s share of administration costs would
add another million dollar:

The Commonwealth now contributes per cent of the costs
of A.D.C., approximately 35 per cent in 0.A.A., 43 per cent in D.A.
and 35 per cent in M.A.A. The federal and local governments pay
the remainder. In contrast with these percentages House No. �1731 proposes that the State shall pay 50 per cent of G.R. grants.

With relation to administrative expenses, the State now pays in
all other categories a flat 25 per cent and the local communities
25 per cent, with the federal government advancing the remaining
50 per cent. House, No. 1731 would require the State to contribute
50 per cent of G.R. administrative cost, with the cities and towns
assuming the balance
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Official State Opinion on House, No. 17

The present Massachusetts Commissioner of Public Welfare
holds with the opinions held about House, No. 1731 by many ex-
perts in public assistance. He agrees in principle with the purposes
of the bill, but believes the State’s share of G.R. should be at least
75 per cent, rather than the proposed 50 per cent, so that the local
share would be more in line with local costs in the other categories.
He feels strongly that settlement should be eliminated as a considera-
tion in both G.R. and O.A.A.

But, above all else, he urges state participation in actual adminis-
tration as well as in grants and administrative cost. Pie criticizes
the many different G.R. standards as against the single standard
applicable in each of the other categories. He points out that G.R.
administrative costs, the highest in the nation, are due almost entirely
to the fact that each city and town, large or small, has its own admin-
istrative setup of social workers, audits, requirements and the like.

Of course, this latter argument holds true for all the categories.
Hence, the Commissioner also favors complete state administration
in the other public assistance categories as well, withall local workers
becoming state employees. He argues that such a policy would
inevitably reduce administrative costs, and would make for more
uniform practices throughout the Commonwealth, would raise per-
sonnel standards and, in general, would bring Massachusetts into
line with procedures elsewhere in the country.

Such radical and far-reaching changes in Massachusetts procedure
would sharply reduce local public assistance costs, but at the same
time would result in a substantial increase in the state budget.

Chapter V. State Interest Payment on Local Welfare Loans
(House, No. 1737)

This petition proposes state reimbursement to cities and towns
of the interest paid by them on loans incurred for welfare and old
age assistance costs. Specifically, House, No. 1737 filed by Rep-
resentatives Yoke and Kramer of Chelsea would amend A.D.C.,
0.A.A., and D.A. laws (G. L. chapters 118, 118 A and 118D, re-
spectively) by adding to the items subject to state reimbursement,
the ‘ ‘ interest at average rate paid by a city or town on tax anticipa-
tion notes for the state’s share of such assistance”. The M.A.A.
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program is excluded, probably because of its recent start. There
can be little doubt that if House, No. 1737 becomes law, it will
quickly be extended to include to M.A.A. as well.

Reasons for Problem.
Lag in State Reimbursement. As has been indicated, the Com-

monwealth reimburses substantial amounts to the cities and towns
for both grants and administrative needs in all the categorical forms
of public assistance, but not in the General Relief category.

The State must always be at least two months behind in its reim-
bursement for the simple reason that a city or town cannot bill the
State until a current month has elapsed, and then must await an
audit of its accounts.

For instance, Boston cannot bill the Commonwealth for the lat-
ter’s share of May’s A.D.C. costs until some time in June where-
upon the State needs time to audit the accounts concerned. Thus,
if Boston is prompt in submission of its bills, and if the State can
complete its audit in, say, another month, payment sometime in
July is feasible.

Actually, instead of being two months behind in its payments,
the State is many months behind. Specifically, as of June 30, 1961,
the Commonwealth was 12 months behind in payment of its A.D.C.
reimbursements to cities and towns, six months behind for O.A.A.
cases, and seven months for D.A. cases. It was already five months
behind on M.A.A. reimbursements even though the latter program
had become law only nine months earlier. The State is current or
even ahead in payments of administrative costs in these same cate-
gories.

The amounts involved in this reimbursement lag are very sub-
stantial. As of June 30, 1961, the State owed the cities and towns
the following amounts for the periods shown in parentheses:
$9,400,000 for A.D.C. (12 months), $10,200,000 for O.A.A. (6
months), $4,500,000 for D.A. (7 months, except 9 months for Bos-
ton), and $6,500,000 for M.A.A. (5 months). The total of these
amounts was the large sum of $30,600,000.

However, as of July 1, 1961, all of this money became available
in the state budget for the new fiscal year beginning on that date.
From then on, the lag becomes progressive. In August of 1961,
the Commonwealth again fell one month behind, and by June 30th
of 1962, will be its usual 12 months in arrears in A.D.C.
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Variation in Fiscal Years. A good deal of the above difficulty
and financial confusion is occasioned by the difference in fiscal
years between the State and the local communities. The State’s
fiscal year ends each June 30th while the local fiscal year is the same
as the calendar year and ends each December 31st.

Furthermore, the cities and towns are required by statute to
issue tax bills by June 14th, but very few of them obey that law
(G. L. c. 59, § 7). Instead, most communities announce their tax
rates and send out their bills in August, September or October.
The result is that major revenue is not forthcoming until the con-
cluding months of each calendar year. Most cities and many towns
find it necessary, therefore, to borrow large amounts in anticipa-
tion of tax receipts.

In addition to borrowing for their own needs, some cities and
towns must also borrow that portion of their current expenditures
which will later be reimbursed by the State as its share of public
assistance costs. These communities therefore urge that, as House,
No. 1737 proposes, the State should be required to pay the interest
charges on the loans which they must make pending reimbursement.

Opposition to House, No. 1737.

No Real Need. The well-informed chief of the Bureau of Ac-
counts in the State Department of Corporations and Taxation
looks with disfavor upon House, No. 1737. He asserts that onty a
handful of cities, and very few towns at most, have actually found
it necessary to borrow for welfare purposes. Such borrowing was
first authorized in the depression era by a special statute (Acts of
1933, c. 307) which was renewed every two years until 1959 (c. 329).
It has not been continued in 1961 with the result that no welfare
borrowing occurred during the past year, and no authority now
exists for future welfare loans.

Difficulties ofAdministration. It is likely that some communities
have found other ways of meeting this lack of continued statutory
authorization for welfare borrowing. Many of them must borrow
in general anticipation of taxes due and they can therefore include
funds for their welfare needs in the necessary amounts to be bor-
rowed. If House, No. 1737 is enacted it would be difficult for com-
munities to determine the portion of their new indebtedness attribut-
able to public assistance alone. For instance, if a city required a
short term loan of, say, $500,000 to provide for all of its activities
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pending collection of much of its tax revenue late each year, how
would it separate from that loan the borrowing required for public
assistance? Moreover how would the city compute the interest
charged on borrowed funds for individual public assistance grants
which had not yet even been made? As a matter of fact, the failure
of the General Court to renew its repeated authorizations of local
borrowing for welfare purposes might well be interpreted as prohibit-
ing the city in question from borrowing for welfare needs.

Furthermore, some cities and towns do not find it necessary to
borrow in anticipation of taxes. They are financially stable or have
reserve funds to carry them until they begin to receive tax revenue.
Or, if they do borrow, it is for purposes unconnected with wel-
fare.

These communities would therefore not benefit from passage of
House, No. 1737. But if they became entitled thereby to state
reimbursement of interest charges on welfare loans, would they not
be tempted so to manipulate their transactions as to benefit from

borrowing for public works while
■elfare costs until tax revenues

the new statute? Thus, instead of
using reserve funds to finance a
materialize, they could reverse th
reimbursement.

it

process in order to obtain state

Alternative Proposal

By introduction of House, N
not only to the plight of those
borrow for welfare purposes, but
of anticipatory borrowing in its

). 1737, its sponsors call attention
communities which are obliged to
to the much more serious problems
entirety. If such borrowing could

be avoided, there would be no need of the proposal for state reim-
bursement of interest charges. And borrowing can be avoided or
greatly reduced by either of the following two methods.

(1) Change in Local Fiscal Year. —As noted previously, the Com
monwealth has a fiscal year ending June 30th, as do the federal
government and most other States. The cities and towns, on the
other hand, end their fiscal year on December 31st. If the local
fiscal year could be altered so that it coincided with that of the Com-
monwealth, anticipatory borrowing would be substantially reduced
because money would be needed only for the short period from the
start of the fiscal year on July 1 to tax collection time in October
and November, rather than for the considerably longer period from
January Ist to October and November
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In a 1957 report on this very problem, 1 the Legislative Research
Council listed four strong objections to a proposed change in the
fiscal year of the cities and towns, namely, (1) many bond issues
and other financial arrangements revolve about the present fiscal
year, (2) literally hundreds of statutes and ordinances would require
amendments, (3) traditional town meeting dates present a formi-
dable obstacle, and (4) special problems would face all the cities
and towns of Massachusetts in financing the initial budgets of
either 6 months or 18 months to change to the new fiscal year.

(2) Accelerated Local Tax Collections. However, that same re-
port suggested another solution of earlier collection of real estate
taxes in each fiscal year. It was pointed out that two bills could be
sent out, one at the beginning of the year for one half the amount
due, based on the previous year’s tax rate and assessment, and the
other at the regular time for the remainder of the bill, appropriately
adjusted to work out the new tax rate and property assessments.
This method of collections was initiated in New Jersey about 30
years ago, where it has eliminated local annual borrowing in antici-
pation of tax collections.

Since the Legislative Research Council report in 1957, bills have
been introduced in Massachusetts proposing to apply the New
Jersey procedure throughout the Commonwealth, but have been
defeated on each occasion. The banking lobby has been prominentit
among the opponents

Other Alternati

Of course, if the Commonwealth were to become current in it
public assistance reimbursements, no problem would exist. H
ever, that achievement would require an increase of $3O million in
one annual state budget to speed up total reimbursement of the
amount the State is now in arrears or by $25 million, if it is
agreed that a two-month lag is necessary and advisable.

Current status of State welfare reimbursements could also be
attained more slowly by spreading the financial impact over a fairly
long period. Thus, the $3O million adjustment which is required
could be spread over a period of 10 years, with only $3 million added
to the state budget annually. At the end of that decade the Com-

byLegislative Research Council, titled; “Changing theFiscal Year ofMunicipalities to Start July I
January 1” (Senate, No. 737; June 29, 1957).
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monwealth would have gradually achieved current status in its
reimbursements in all public assistance categories.

Several further variations of the above gradual approach are pos-
sible, based on different lengths of time for changeover, that is 5,
12, 18 or other numbers of years. Or the arrears associated with
the different individual assistance categories might be cleared up in
prescribed sequence with one category becoming current at a time,
before proceeding to another category. Or combinations are feasi-
ble of both approaches of time and category. In any event, the
present lag in state reimbursement of local welfare costs can
overcome immediately by a big increase in one state budget, or
that impact can be softened by a variety of possible slower methods
at smaller annual costs.

Chapter VI. Recovery of Certain A.D.C. Payments (House, No. 1191).

House, No. 1191 of 1961, filed by Rep. John F. Dolan of Ipswich
for the Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers, provides “for the
recovery of payments of aid to dependent children in certain cases.”
To that end it creates a legal contract liability between A.D.C.
recipients and the cities and towns from which they receive their
assistance. In addition the proposal permits liens on real estate of
such recipients and binds their estates to repayment of A.D.C.
grants. The bill proposes addition of the following section after
G. L. c. 118, § 2A:

■lion 28. Every person who has received aid from any town under this chapter
ihall be liable in contract to such town for the amount of such aid, and the estat

of every such person who dies, having received such aid from a town within six
years prior to his death, shall be liable therefor to such town and such liability shall
be a debt of his estate and enforced in th
persons, subject in either case to such c
amount of such liability as the departm
rule or regulation. The ownership or p<
such aid of cash or securities or other p

; same manner as other debts of deceased
onditions and such limitations as to the
ent may from time to time establish by
ssession by an applicant or recipient of
rsonal property readily convertible into

ash, or of a deposit in a savings bank c
alues of life insurance policies, shall not

similar institution, or of cash
disqualify the applicant or recipient from*

receiving such aid. If, however, the aggregate value of such property of the appli-
cant or recipient is one thousand dollars or more the board of public welfare may,
as a condition of granting such assistance, require the assignment to the town of so
much of said property exceeding one thousand dollars in value as may be assignable.
No action shall be taken to recover such aid from a recipient or his estate if the
aggregate value of such property is less than one thousand dollars. A lien may be
takenby the town, at the discretion of the board of public welfare and in accordance
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with procedures established by the department, on any real estate owned by ar
applicant or recipient of such aid or in which such applicant or recipient has ar
interest whether or not such real estate is used as a place of residence by such appli-used as a place of residence by such appli

,Nt or recipient, but no such lien shallbe enforced on any property which is cccu
pied hi whole or in part by a parent or during his minority, by a dependent chil
for whose benefit such aid is provided. No action shall be taken under any pro
sion of this section to recover such aid from any person or his estate without the
written approval of the department and unless it appears to the board of publicrs to the board of public
welfare reasonably certain that such action will not adversely affect the welfare c
any fatuity or dependent child for whom such aid is given.

effect of these provisions would be to allow recovery of assist-
ance granted in certain A.D.C. cases (a) when real estate is sold and
(b) when the A.D.C. family comes into possession of sizeable
amounts of money via law suits, claims, bequests, and the like. The
obvious intent of the bill is to bring A.D.C. policies in line with the
comparable policies in other public assistance categories. Hence a
brief summary of the latter policies is given below.

Recovery Policies in Other Public Assistance Cateqorie

General Relief. The General Relief statutes contain no reference
to liens on either personal property or realty, but do establish con-
tract liability. (G. L. c. 117, § 5).

Disability Assistance. As in the preceding General Relief cate-
gory, there is no lien provision by statute in Disability Assistance,
but contract liability is so provided (G. L. c. 118D, § 14). However,
by ruling of the State Department of Public Welfare, agreements to
liens on real estate are required of all applicants except for those
living in A.D.C. households. This ruling does not actually require
liens to be given, and so far as is known, none have been recorded.

Old Age Assistance. This program is by far the largest and most
costly among the public assistance programs. Its relevant law con-
tains both contract liability and lien provisions (G. L. c. 118A,
§§ 4, 4A). Recoveries under those lien law provisions have exceeded

million dollars annually during each of the past five years, and
Amounted to $1,639,000 in the fiscal year 1961. The latter sum
contrasts with total expenditures of $76 million for O.A.A. durin
the same vear.

These recovered amounts must be returned to the three areas of
government in the proportion of their contributions to program
costs. Hence the Commonwealth benefited by approximately
$680,000 from lien recoveries in 1961, and the 351 cities and towns
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divided about $285,000. The remainder of about $674,000 was
returned to the federal government.

It should also be borne in mind that O.A.A. cases are generally
more likely to include home owners than A.D.C. cases, and that the
former outnumber the latter by a ratio of nearly five to one.

Medical Assistance for the Aged. The contract provisions of
O.A.A. apply to M.A.A. as well. Liens, however, are not allowed.

i.D.C. Recovery Policies in Other State
Thirty-two states employ recovery procedures in 0.A.A., nearly

all of them utilizing both contract liability and lien provisions. In
contrast, only nine states have similar recovery policies in A.D.C.
(Conn., Kan., N.Y., Utah, Hawaii, 111., N.J., Penna., and Tenn.)
The first four of these nine states have both the contract liability
and lien laws which are proposed for Massachusetts in House,
No. 1191. The relevant experiences of New York and Connecticut
are discussed belo

New York. The State of Ne
proach rather than the lien on re
same. In addition, the State may
ance grants from (a) the estate e
legally responsible relative, or (c
accident claims.

v York utilizes the mortgage ap-
al estate, but the net effect is the
recover the total in A.D.C. assist-

a deceased recipient (6) from a
iment of insurance and

In 1960, New York aided about 67,000 A.D.C. cases (compared
to about 15,000 in Massachusetts), and recovered assistance from
4,500 of them. Of grants totalling $137 million, the State recovered
$1,289,000 during that vear.

Lhifortunately this recovery figure for New York includes court
orders, payment from legally responsible relatives, union burial
benefits and the like, as well as money received from claims and
mortgages or liens. The New York authorities were unable to
upply a breakdown of recoveries from each of these sources, but

estimate that claims and mortgages accounted for less than 10 per
cent of the total amount recovered. This much smaller figure *

pertinent because Alassachusetts law already allows recovery via
court order or from relatives, and the proposed new recovery statute
(House, No. 1191) adds only claims and liens.

Connecticut. The experience in Connecticut has been very
nuch like that of New York. With some 7,000 A.D.C. cases, re-
coveries average from $200,000 to $250,000 a year, of which the
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bulk comes from court orders and legally liable relatives. Connecti-
cut authorities estimate that a proportion of about 25 per cent of
the total can be attributed to liens and claims.

Estimated Receipts from Proposed Law (House, No. 1191)

Based on the experience of New York’s 67,000 cases involving
recoveries of $1,289,000, and Connecticut’s 7,000 cases with re-
coveries of $250,000, passage of House, No. 1191 would produce
perhaps $500,000 annually. But in the light of the experience of
|ftiose two states and from the recoveries already made under exist-
ing Massachusetts law, the bulk of that $500,000 estimate is already
being recovered by non-support and other court orders as well as
by payments from legally liable relatives. Using the higher Con-
necticut ratio of 25 per cent which it is estimated can be attributed
to liens and claims, the proposed Massachusetts law would produce
perhaps $150,000 a year in additional recoveries. Of this amount,
the federal government must be reimbursed its share of approxi-
mately $70,000, the state would receive $50,000, and the balance of
$30,000 would be apportioned among the 351 cities and towns of
the Commonwealth.

It should here be emphasized, however, that recoveries in them-
selves, do not constitute the only target of the sponsors of House, No.
1191. They believe that a recovery program in A.D.C. would not
only bring that program into line with 0.A.A., but would also serve
as a deterrent to potential chiselers. Certainly the deterrent effect
of the recovery provisions in the Massachusetts O.A.A. law can
not be disputed.

Opposition of Massachusetts Welfare Commissioner.
The Massachusetts Commissioner of Public Welfare is strongly

opposed to the imposition of a recovery program in A.D.C. and be-
lieves it would be a step backward to the old repressive features of
*he Elizabethan Poor Laws. Of course these so-called repressive

'pjatures are already present in the other public assistance categoric
of 0.A.A., D.A., M.A.A. and (

The Commissioner believes a lien law in A.D.C. would penalize
frugal, hard-working families who have saved to purchase homes.
As opposed to 0.A.A., which is a terminal program, he points out
that A.D.C. is an investment in good citizenship, designed to assure
proper upbringing of children deprived of normal parental care and
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support. He believes that to have a mortgage or debt hanging over
their heads is not conducive to such ends. The claims and liens
proposed by House. No. 1191 constitute, in his estimation, a lien
on the future of the State’s children.

Textual Defects of House, No. 1191.
If the proposed recovery statute is viewed favorably for adoption,

ttention is called to several of its provisions which seem to require
clarification.

Doubtful Validity of Contract Provisions. House, No. 1191
vides that “Every person who has received aid . . . shall be liable ;

. .

.” As already emphasized, the A.D.C. program, both by federal
and state interpretation, is designed expressly for the support of
children. The inclusion of parents in A.D.C. budgets is warranted
under the law’ only because there must be an adult in the family to
supervise the children and make proper disbursement of the finan-
cial assistance received. As a matter of fact, the statute also ex-
pressly permits grants to families whose head is not a natural parent,
but a relative “in loco parentis” (G. L. c. 118, § 1).

Certainly, the proposed lawr can not be intended to create a con-
tractual liability between a city or town on the one hand and minor
children on the other. To eliminate this possibility, it has been
suggested that the words “Every person”, should be changed to
read “Every parent or person in loco parentis”.

Ambiguity of Exemption Provision. The proposed statute ex-
empts from eligibility requirements for A.D.C. the first $l,OOO of
cash and securities owned by an applicant or recipient. The ques-
tion must again be asked whether children are considered “re-
cipients”. If so, then a family containing numerous children could
have a total ownership of several thousand dollars or more and still
remain eligible for A.D.C. The probable intention is to exempt
$l,OOO for the entire family, and the doubt can be removed by
amendment.

Permissive Nature of Real Estate Liens. House, No. 119k I
states that a real estate “lien may be taken by the town . . Wi
It is quite possible that permissive language was intended by the
sponsor. On the other hand, the lien provisions in O.A.A. are man-
datory, i.e., “the town shall take a lien ...” If the latter man-
datory language was intended, then the permissive language of
the proposed statute should be amended.
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ELIGIBILITY PROVISIONS FOR FOUR PROGRAMS OF
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE (OAA, MAA, ADC AND DA) AS
OF NOVEMBER, 1961.

Age

iOAA 65 or ov
MAA 65 or ov
ADC Under 18.
DA 18 to 65.

Citizenship:

OAA No provision
MAA No provi
ADC No provision

DA No provision

Residenc
OAA 3 out of last 9 years including year immediately preceding application
MAA No period of residence; must be a resident of Massachusett
ADC Year immediately preceding application.
DA Year immediately preceding application.

Savings or Personal Property:
OAA $ 500.
MAA $2,000; married couple $3,000.
ADC S SOO. 1

DA $ 500.
Insurance:

OAA Ownership of insurance allowed, but if cash surrender value exceeds
$l,OOO, surplus must be assigned.

MAA No provision therefore, no limitation on insurance.
ADC S5OO cash surrender valuefor 1 person; SI,OOOfor whole family. 1

DA Ownership of insurance allowed, but excess of cash surrender value (in-
cluding cash in savings account) over $500.00, must be assigned

Real Estate:
OAA Ownership is allowed of real property used as a home, or vacant land

yielding no income.
MAA Ownership is allowed of real property used as a home, or from which a

person is absent due to physical or mental illness.

Appendix.

1 Italicized text is not statutory but constitutes the regulations of the State Department of Public Welfare
which have the same effect.
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ADC Ownership is allowed of real property used as a home. Reasonable effort
must he made to dispose of all other real property. 1

DA Ownership is allowed of real property used as a home. Reasonable effort
must be made to dispose of all real property, not used as a home, for fair
market value. 1

Lien on Real Estate:
OAA Lien required, but not enforced if market value at time of death and

cash surrender of life insurance does not exceed $1,500.
No claim is made while property is occupied by surviving spouse as a

home.
MAA No provision. M
ADC No provision.
DA Consent to lien required except when recipient lives in household with chil~

dren receiving Aid to Dependent Children. 1

Responsibility of Relatives:
OAA °f the annual income which is in excess of $2,200 in case of single child

in home; $2,450 in case of single child living apart from parents; and
$3,750 in case of married child, shallbe contributed as support to parents.
Amounts of federal and state income taxes are not considered part of
“income.” Another 1600 of income is allowed for each dependent other
than the spouse of child.

MAA of the annual income which is in excess of 12,450 in case of single child
in home; $2,700 in ease of single child living apart from parents; and
$4,000 in case of married child, shallbe contributed as support to parents.
Amounts of federal and state income taxes are not considered part of
“income.” Another $6OO of income is allowed per dependent other than
the spouse of the child.

ADC Any net earnings of -parent or contributions from absent parent are a re-
source. If child’s net monthly earnings are $9l or more, he must contribute
50 per cent of net after allowing $4B monthly for board; child not included in
budget. If child’s net earnings are under $9l monthly, he must contribute all
of net into home; assistance budget includes child’s need for food, clothing,
personal care and community activities}

DA Any net earnings of parents are considered. Single child, under 21, living
with disabled parent, contributes 60 per cent of net earnings. Single child,
under 21, out of home, contributes of annual income which exceeds $2,450
after federal and state income taxes. 1 Children over 21, x/z of annual in-
come which exceeds $2,200 in case of single child at home; $2,450 in
case of single child living apart from parent; $3,750 in case of married!
child shall be contributed as support to parent; federal and state incomr
taxes not considered part of “income.” Another $6OO of income is
allowed per dependent other than the spouse of a child over 21.

1 Italicized text is not statutory but constitutes the regulations of the State Department ofPublic Wei-
fare which have the same effect.


